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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 

eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 3/9/09 has been entered. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 21-22, 24-33, and 35-40 (amended) as filed 

on 3/9/09 have been considered but are not persuasive. 

3 . The Applicant presents three arguments contending the Examiner's previously pending 
rejection of claims 21-40 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shaffer et al., 
(hereinafter referred to as "Shaffer") in view of Rudkin et al., (hereinafter referred to as 
"Rudkin"), as was set forth in the Final Office Action of 9/8/08, said arguments being set forth in 
support of the currently amended claims 21-22, 24-33, 35-40 which now positively recite 

". . .wherein access requires confirmation by the video server of authentication and security 
authorization information entered at the remote computer. . ." limitations. However, after a 
careful consideration of the arguments presented, and further scrutiny of the applied references, 
the Examiner must respectfully disagree and maintain the applicability of the applied references 
as the basis of the grounds of rejection that follows below. 

After summarizing the salient features of the invention as recited in the representative 
independent claim 21 (RCE of 3/9/09: page 7, lines 4-25; page 8, lines 1-7), the providing a 
synopsis of the applied primary reference (RCE of 3/9/09: page 8, lines 8-24; page 9, lines 1-24; 
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page 9, lines 1-8, 12-24), the Applicant's argue that the ". . .authentication. . ." limitation is not 
addressed by Shaffer (RCE of 3/9/09: page 9, lines 9-1 1). In response to applicant's arguments 
against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller. 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co.. 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). The Examiner notes that since the secondary Rudkin reference is called upon to 
address this feature, Shaffer on its own doesn't have to as well, but addresses this feature with its 
combination with the secondary reference. 

Additionally, after summarizing the secondary Rudkin reference (RCE of 3/9/09: page 
10, lines 1-12), the Applicants argue the secondary reference as applied by the Examiner would 
also fail to disclose ". . .wherein access requires confirmation by the video server of 
authentication and security authorization information entered at the remote computer. . ." 
limitation as in the claims (RCE of 3/9/09: page 10, lines 12-15). The Examiner flatly disagrees. 
Rudkin clearly discloses that in filing up an HTML form for the personalization of a service, that 
a user name and password is taken in conjunction with other information to form a database of 
all registered users (Rudkin: paragraph [0072], lines 5-10). Accordingly, when Rudkin is 
combined with Shaffer in the manner of the rejection, the disclosed use of a password reads on 
this ". . .wherein access requires confirmation by the video server of authentication and security 
authorization information entered at the remote computer. . ." limitation. Accordingly, the 
Examiner maintains that the limitation would be met, as well. 

Lastly regarding the Applicants remarks concerning claim 30, the Applicants argue that 
only the presentations are downloaded and not the conferencing software (RCE of 3/9/09: page 
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10, lines 20-23; page 11, lines 1-15). The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The citation in 
question establishes that items are downloaded from the conferencing server down to the remote 
computers. Now, it may only disclose that as configured, only the presentations need be 
downloaded to the local computers (Shaffer: column 6, lines 20-35), but that is only because it is 
assumed that most participating clients of the conferencing system already have resident 
software running upon their local videoconferencing computers (Shaffer: column 3, lines 15-35; 
column 6, lines 65-67; column 7, lines 1-1 1). However, when a local computer doesn't already 
have the conferencing software resident thereon, Shaffer allows for the functionality of 
downloading conferencing software modules thereto from the conferencing server (Shaffer: 
column 4, lines 5-27). Accordingly, the Examiner maintains that Shaffer does addressing 
downloading software modules onto the local conferencing computers, and meets the limitation. 
A detailed rejection follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 21-22, 24-32, 35-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shaffer et al., (hereinafter referred to as "Shaffer") in view of Rudkin et al., (hereinafter 
referred to as "Rudkin") 
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Shaffer discloses video conferencing system (Shaffer: figure 1), comprising: a video 
server having a video input port for receiving a source video signal appearing on a video output 
port of an initiating computer (Shaffer: column 3, lines 45-50), the video server transforming the 
source video signal into a video server output signal having a format suitable for communication 
over the Internet (Shaffer: column 3, lines 65-67); a plurality of remote computers, each of the 
remote computers executing a respective browser application to access the video server via an 
Internet address associated with the video server (Shaffer: column 4, lines 35-45); and the video 
server downloading the video server output signal to each of the remote computers upon its 
respective access to the video server (Shaffer: column 5, lines 15-25), wherein each of the 
remote computers transforming the downloaded video server output signal into a display signal 
suitable for viewing on a display device associated with that remote computer wherein a 
representation of the source video signal at the initiating computer is viewable on each of the 
plurality of remote computers (Shaffer: column 6, lines 10-20), as in claim 21. However, even 
though Shaffer discloses access by the internet, it fails specifically disclose assigning the video 
server a specific internet address (i.e. a URL or link) and subsequent access through said address, 
computers upon its respective access to the video server, wherein access requires confirmation 
by the video server of authentication and security authorization information entered at the remote 
computer, as in the claim. Rudkin discloses assigning a video server a specific internet address 
(Rudkin: paragraph [0081], lines 1-35), wherein access requires confirmation by the video server 
of authentication and security authorization information entered at the remote computer (Rudkin: 
paragraph [0072], lines 5-12), in order to allow for personalized multi-media delivery across 
remote networks (Rudkin: paragraph [0005], lines 1-10). Accordingly, given this teaching, it 
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would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to take 
the Rudkin disclosure of address server designation into the Shaffer disclosure in order to have 
its video accessible and addressable by remote users to allow for personalized multi-media 
delivery across remote networks. The Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server 
address designation, has all of the features of claim 2 1 . 

Regarding claim 22, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the source video signal is received from the initiating computer 
via a communications path that does not provide signal processing to the source video signal 
(Shaffer: column 3, lines 35-40), as in the claim. 

Regarding claim 24, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein one of the plurality of remote computers has at least one 
associated input device selected from the group consisting of a keyboard and a mouse for 
entering input signals (Shaffer: column 5, lines 20-45), as in the claims. 

Regarding claim 25, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the input signals coupled from the at least one input device are 
supphed in response to prompts displayed on the display device associated with that one 
computer (Shaffer: column 7, lines 10-35), as in the claim. 

Regarding claim 26, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein downloading of the video server output signal by the video server 
is a type from the group consisting of multicasting and broadcasting (Shaffer: column 1, lines 5- 
20), as in the claim. 
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Regarding claims 27-28, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server 
address designation, discloses wherein the video server utilizes a compression algorithm in 
transforming the source video signal into the video server output signal (Shaffer: column 3, lines 
25-35), as in the claims. 

Regarding claim 29, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the video server output signal is encrypted by the video server 
prior to downloading to each of the plurality of remote computers (Shaffer: column 8, lines 55- 
65), as in the claim. 

Regarding claim 30, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the video server downloads a software application to those of the 
plurality of remote computers that do not have this software application (Shaffer: column 4, lines 
5-20) already resident thereon (Shaffer: column 6, lines 20-35), as in the claim. 

Regarding claim 3 1, the Shaffer system, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the video output port is one selected from the group consisting of 
VGA, SVGA, S-video, and composite video and the source video signal has a signal format 
corresponding to the selected video output port (Shaffer: column 4, lines 30-40), as in the claim. 

Shaffer discloses a method for video signal transmission (Shaffer: figures 3-7), 
comprising the steps of: providing a source video signal at a video output port of an initiating 
computer to a video input port of a video server (Shaffer: column 3, lines 45-50) to an internet 
address (Shaffer: column 4, lines 30-40); transforming the source video signal into a video server 
output signal having a format suitable for contmiunication over the Internet (Shaffer: column 3, 
lines 65-67); downloading the video server output signal to each of a plurality of remote 
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computers, each of the remote computers executing a respective browser application to access 
the video server via an Internet address associated with the video server (Shaffer: column 4, lines 
35-45); and the video server downloading the video server ou^ut signal to each of the remote 
computers that access the video server via its Internet address using respective browser 
applications executing on that remote computer (Shaffer: column 5, lines 15-25), transforming 
the downloaded video server output signal into a display signal at each of the plurality of remote 
computers that is suitable for viewing a representative image of that on a display device 
associated with that remote computer wherein a representation of the source video signal at the 
initiating computer is viewable on each of the plurality of remote computers (Shaffer: column 6, 
lines 10-20), as in claim 32. However, even though Shaffer discloses access by the internet, it 
fails specifically disclose assigning the video server a specific internet address (i.e. a URL or 
link) and subsequent access through said address, authenticating a remote computers security 
authorization information entered at the remote computer, and provide authenticated security 
authorization using respective browser applications executing on that remote computer, as in the 
claim. Rudkin discloses assigning a video server a specific internet address (Rudkin: paragraph 
[0081], lines 1-35), and authenticating a remote computers security authorization information 
entered at the remote computer and provide authenticated security authorization using respective 
browser applications executing on that remote computer (Rudkin: paragraph [0072], lines 5-14), 
in order to allow for personalized multi-media delivery across remote networks (Rudkin: 
paragraph [0005], lines 1-10). Accordingly, given this teaching, it would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to take the Rudkin disclosure of 
address server designation into the Shaffer disclosure in order to have its video accessible and 
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addressable by remote users to allow for personalized multi-media delivery across remote 
networks. The Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server address designation, has all 
of the features of claim 32. 

Regarding claim 33, the Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the providing of source video signal to the video input port of the 
video server is done without any signal processing (Shaffer: column 3, lines 35-40), as in the 
claim. 

Regarding claim 35, the Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses the authentication (Rudkin: paragraph [0072], lines 5-14) of whether each 
of the remote computers is authorized receive the video server output signal and, on if so, is such 
signal downloaded to that remote computer (Shaffer: column 5, lines 20-45), as in the claim. 

Regarding claim 36, the Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein the input signals coupled from the at least one input device are 
supplied in response to prompts displayed on the display device associated with that remote 
computer (Shaffer: column 7, lines 10-35), as in the claim. 

Regarding claim 37, the Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server address 
designation, discloses wherein downloading of the video server output signal by the video server 
is a type from the group consisting of multicasting and broadcasting (Shaffer: column 1, lines 5- 
20), as in the claim. 

Regarding claims 38-39, the Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server 
address designation, discloses wherein the video server utilizes a compression algorithm in 
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transforming the source video signal into the video server output signal (Shaffer: column 3, lines 
25-35), as in the claims. 

Shaffer discloses a method for video signal transmission (Shaffer: figures 3-7), 
comprising the steps of: receiving a source video signal on a video input terminal of a video 
server (Shaffer: column 3, lines 45-50), the source video signal being coupled to the video input 
terminal from a video output terminal of an initiating computer via communications path 
(Shaffer: column 4, lines 30-40); transforming the source video signal into a video server output 
signal having a format suitable for communication over the Internet (Shaffer: column 3, lines 65- 
67); and downloading the video server output signal to each of a plurality of remote computers 
accessing the video server (Shaffer: column 4, lines 10-30), each of the plurality of remote 
computers executing a respective browser application (Shaffer: column 5, lines 20-30) and 
accessing the video server via the Intemet address associated with the video server (Shaffer: 
column 4, lines 35-45), as in claim 40. However, even though Shaffer discloses access by the 
intemet, it fails specifically disclose assigning the video server a specific intemet address (i.e. a 
URL or link) and subsequent access through said address, and accessing the video server after 
the video server authenticates the security authorization, as in the claim. Rudkin discloses 
assigning a video server a specific internet address (Rudkin: paragraph [0081], lines 1-35), 
accessing the video server after the video server authenticates the security authorization (Rudkin: 
paragraph [0072], lines 5-14) in order to allow for personalized multi-media delivery across 
remote networks (Rudkin: paragraph [0005], lines 1-10). Accordingly, given this teaching, it 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to take 
the Rudkin disclosure of address server designation into the Shaffer disclosure in order to have 
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its video accessible and addressable by remote users to allow for personalized multi-media 
delivery across remote networks. The Shaffer method, now incorporating the Rudkin server 
address designation, has all of the features of claim 40. 



Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andy S. Rao whose telephone number is (571)-272-7337. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8 hours. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571)-272-7418. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Andy S. Rao 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2621 

asr 

/Andy S. Rao/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2621 
May 6, 2009 



